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Abstract
This paper addresses the compositional history of the story of the apportionment of the Transjor-
dan to the Reubenites and Gadites in Numbers 32. After a detailed study of the narrative difficul-
ties within this chapter, it is argued that Numbers 32 contains two independent stories and a 
post-compilational insertion. Each of the two stories is then analyzed on its own terms and placed 
within its broader Pentateuchal context.
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Numbers 32, the story of the apportionment of the Transjordan to the Reuben-
ites and Gadites, has generally been understood as a composite text containing 
both priestly and non-priestly elements.1 Despite this broad consensus, there is 
virtually no agreement among scholars concerning the precise compositional 
history of this chapter.2 The different reconstructions that have been offered, 
*) I would like to express my gratitude to Jeffrey Stackert and Simeon Chavel for their comments 
and suggestions on an earlier draft of this paper, and especially to Joel Baden for his invaluable 
support and wisdom, from which this paper and I have greatly benefitted.
1) A minority of scholars have argued for the literary unity of this chapter. See A. Kuenen, An 
Historical Inquiry into the Origin and Composition of the Hexateuch (London, 1886); J. Estlin 
Carpenter and G. Harford Battersby, The Hexateuch, According to the Revised Version, Vol. 2 (Lon-
don, 1900); J. Milgrom, The JPS Torah Commentary: Numbers (Philadelphia, 2003). Ashley has 
argued for a primarily unified text with vv. 1-38 as one unit and vv. 39-42 comprising a later addi-
tion. T. R. Ashley, The Book of Numbers (NICOT; Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Co., 1993), 605-606. 
2) Beyond the documentary/supplementary divide, each of these scholars suggests a unique 
division of Numbers 32: J. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs und der historischen 
Bücher des alten Testaments (Berlin, 1889); W. E. Addis, The Documents of the Hexateuch Trans-
lated and Arranged in Chronological Order with Introduction and Notes, Vols. 1 & 2 (London, 1892); 
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however, do respond to basically the same narrative difficulties. Taking into 
account these commonly identified narrative difficulties, I will offer a literary 
analysis of Numbers 32 that does not initially presume or require commitment 
to any particular theory of the development of the Pentateuch. This analysis 
will be made by examining Numbers 32 on its own and looking at the contra-
dictions inherent therein. After a close examination of these narrative incon-
sistencies, contradictions and doublets, I will argue that there are two distinct 
complete, coherent, and continuous narratives in Numbers 32. I will also dem-
onstrate that there is far less redactional activity than has been suggested in 
previous analyses and that none of the redactional activity in this chapter devi-
ates from the compiler’s conventional practices.3 Consistent with most studies 
of Numbers 32, I will demonstrate that vv. 7-15 are a secondary insertion from 
a different hand than either of the two narratives. 
B. W. Bacon, The Triple Tradition of the Exodus: a Study of the Structure of the Later Pentateuchal 
Books, Reproducing the Sources of the Narrative, and Further Illustrating the Presence of Bibles 
within the Bible (Hartford, 1894); S. R. Driver, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on  Deuteronomy, 
3rd ed. (International Critical Commentary 3; Edinburgh, 1902); G. B. Gray, A Critical and Exegeti-
cal Commentary on Numbers (ICC; New York, 1906); E. S. Brightman, The Sources of the Hexateuch 
(Oxford, 1948); M. Noth, Numbers: A Commentary (OTL; Nashville, 1969); S. Mittmann, Deuterono-
mium 1:1-6:3 Literarkritisch und traditionsgeschichtlich untersucht (Beiheft zur Zeitschrift für die 
alttestamentliche Wissenschatft 139) (Berlin, 1975); J. Licht, Perush ‘al Sefer be-Midbar vol. 3 ( Jeru-
salem, 1985); E. Blum, Studien zur Komposition des Pentateuch (Beiheft zur Zeitschrift für die alt-
testamentliche Wissenschatft) (Berlin, 1990); S. E. Loewenstamm, “The Settlement of Gad an 
Reuben as Related in Nu 32:1-38—Background and Composition,” in idem From Babylon to 
Canaan: Studies in the Bible and its Oriental Background ( Jerusalem, 1992); N. Lohfink, Theology of 
the Pentateuch: Themes of Priestly Narrative and Deuteronomy (Minneapolis, 1994); J. Van Seters, 
The Life of Moses: The Yahwist as Historian in Exodus—Numbers (Nashville, 1994); H. Seebass, 
“Erwägungen zu Numeri 32:1–38,” Journal of Biblical Literature 118, no 1 (1999): 33-48; B. Levine, 
Numbers 21-36: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (Anchor Yale Bible 4b; New 
Haven, 2000); L. Schmidt, “Die Ansiedlung von Ruben und Gad im Ostjordanland in Numeri 32,1-
38,” Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 114 (2002): 497-510; R. Achenbach, Die Vol-
lendung der Tora: Studien zur Redactionsgeschichte des Numeribuches im Kontext von Hexateuch 
und Pentateuch, Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für Altorientalische und Biblische Rechtsgeschichte, vol. 
3 (Wiesbaden, 2003); J. S. Baden, J, E, & the Redaction of the Pentateuch (Forschungen zum Alten 
Testament) (Tübingen, 2009).
3)  See Gray, Numbers, 426; Kuenen, Hexateuch, 101. Both of these scholars suggest that the com-
piler or a redactor is deviating from his usual practice of weaving two sources together in order to 
make up his own account based upon them. Baden also suggests overly complex redactional 
activity in this chapter (Redaction, 143-144).
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Major Narrative Difficulties in Numbers 32
There are three major narrative difficulties in Numbers 32 that preclude reading 
the text as a literary unity. These are discrepancies over 1) when the land east 
of the Jordan (the Transjordan) is given to the Reubenites and Gadites and by 
whom, 2) what consequence these two tribes will face if they do not help the 
Israelites inhabit Canaan, and 3) what the Israelite military formation looks like. 
There are a number of smaller narrative difficulties within this chapter, each of 
which will be addressed in turn, but these three major problems render Num-
bers 32 fundamentally unreadable as it stands in the canonical Pentateuch. 
The first narrative problem is perhaps the most insurmountable. According 
to Numbers 32:33, Moses gives the Reubenites, Gadites, and the half tribe of 
Manasseh4 the kingdoms of Sihon and Og while still outside the promised land. 
These territories were conquered by the Israelites in Numbers 21:31 and 21:35, 
respectively. In direct contradiction to v. 33 are vv. 20-22, in which Moses sets 
up a future condition for the two tribes: they may have the land they requested 
as a possession, but only after they have helped the rest of the Israelites subdue 
Canaan. Along these same lines, in vv. 28-30 Moses tells Eleazar, Joshua and 
the leaders of the tribes that they, not Moses, will be the ones to give the Tran-
sjordanian land to the Reubenites and Gadites after the conquest of Canaan.
A secondary complication arises from this first problem: is the Transjorda-
nian land inhabitable or not? According to the narrative of Numbers 21, the 
Israelites not only conquer the Transjordan, they also settle in it. Regarding the 
kingdom of Sihon, Num 21:31 states, “Israel settled in the land of Amorites” (בשיו 
ירמאה ץראב לארשי). Likewise, regarding the kingdom of Og, Num 21:35 states, 
“They took possession of his land” (וצרא תא ושרייו). Logically enough, in Num-
bers 20-21, there is no mention of the cities of Sihon and Og being destroyed, 
only their inhabitants. This means that the Israelites should be living in the 
Transjordanian land in Numbers 32. Yet this renders problematic the recurring 
notion in Numbers 32 that the Reubenites and Gadites will build (or rebuild) 
the cities and sheepfolds of this region (32:16, 17, 24, 26, 34-38); per Num 21, they 
were never destroyed. In another account of the conquest of the Transjordan 
in Numbers 31, we are told that the Israelites “destroyed by fire all the towns in 
which they [the Midianites] were settled, and their encampments” (31:10). That 
the Israelites would then have to rebuild the towns before inhabiting them is 
a logical consequence of this second Transjordanian conquest narrative. That 
being said, the idea that the Transjordanian cities have been destroyed and 
need to be rebuilt is at odds with 32:33, in which Moses gives to the Gadites and 
4) The issue of the half-tribe of Manasseh will be dealt with in detail below.
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Reubenites “the land with its various cities.” This assumption in 32:33 that cit-
ies exist already accords perfectly with the story of Numbers 21, however, and 
is confirmed with the explicit mention of Sihon and Og in 32:33. It appears that 
we have two competing ideas in Numbers 32: that the Israelites are already liv-
ing in the Transjordan and have been since the conquest in Numbers 21, and 
that the Israelites have just conquered and completely destroyed the land in 
Numbers 31 and now have to rebuild it before they can inhabit it.5
A second narrative problem arises regarding what will happen if the Reu-
benites and Gadites fail to help the Israelites gain possession of Canaan. In this 
case, according to v. 30, Moses instructs Eleazar, Joshua, and the leaders of the 
tribes to give them their holding not in the Transjordan as they have requested, 
but in the land of Canaan. In v. 23, by contrast, Moses tells the two tribes that if 
they do not do as they have said, then they will have sinned against Yahweh 
and their sin will “find them.”6 No mention is made of the land itself or where 
the tribes will live. These two punishments need not necessarily be contradic-
tory, but it is rather implausible that the divine punishment threatened in v. 23 
turns out to be simply inheriting the land they were expected to inherit before 
they made their request at the beginning of Numbers 32. Furthermore, the two 
different notions of when the Reubenites and Gadites are supposed to receive 
their land complicates any attempt to read vv. 23 and 30 as a single, two-part 
threat. It is difficult to believe that the Reubenites and Gadites could be given 
the land in the Transjordan before helping the Israelites gain possession of 
Canaan (v. 33) if the punishment for not helping is that they will not receive 
the land in the Transjordan (v. 30).7 Rather, it makes more sense to posit two 
5) Contra Gray who argues that this chapter takes no account of Numbers 31 (Numbers, 426). 
Budd argues that Numbers 32 presupposes and continues a “Yahwistic Transjordanian tradition” 
in Num 21:1-21:5, but he does not perceive the problem with the Reubenites and Gadites rebuild-
ing cities and towns in Num 32:34-38 that were never destroyed in the earlier “Yahwistic” sections 
of this tradition. P. Budd, Numbers (Word Biblical Commentary 5; Nashville: Thomas Nelson Pub-
lishers, 1984), 341. 
6) What, precisely, םכתא אצמת means is somewhat ambiguous. Clearly it is a 3fs form and its 
subject can only be םכתאטח. What seems to be implied is that these tribes will suffer some kind 
of divine retribution if they fail to fight for the rest of the Israelites in Canaan. Lohfink suggests 
that this might be a reference to “Israel’s original sin, the making of the golden calf ” (Theology, 
218). I might suggest that while he is headed in the right direction, the substance of this reference 
goes back to the original story in Exod 32:30-34 rather than Deuteronomy 9:16 and that it more 
plausibly refers to the explicit threat of the Israelites’ sins being visited upon them in 32:34 and 
not the issue of the golden calf. 
7) In an attempt to harmonize this seeming contradiction, ibn Ezra, commenting on v. 30, sug-
gested that the Reubenites and Gadites would have to be carried by force across the Jordan into 
the land of Canaan to help subdue the land.
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distinct accounts of the apportioning of the Transjordan. In the first account, 
the two tribes receive the land from Moses before crossing the Jordan (v. 33); if 
they fail to cross the Jordan, they will have sinned against Yahweh and their sin 
will find them (v. 23). In the second account, the Reubenites and Gadites will 
receive the Transjordanian land after they help subdue Canaan (vv. 20-22); if 
they fail to do so, they will not be given the Transjordanian land, but will inherit 
a portion in Canaan; they won’t receive what they have asked for (vv. 28-30).8 
The final significant narrative problem in Numbers 32 has to do with the 
military formation of the Israelites when they cross the Jordan. In v. 17a, the 
two tribes promise “we will hasten to fight at the head of the Israelites (ינב ינפל 
לארשי).” In v. 29, however, Moses tells Eleazar, Joshua and the tribal leaders 
that if the Gadites and Reubenites “cross over the Jordan equipped for 
war alongside you, before Yahweh” (ןדריה־תא םכתא ןבואר־ינבו דג־ינב ורבע־םא 
הוהי ינפל המחלמל ץולח־לכ), their request should be granted. Are the Reuben-
ites and Gadites leading the charge, or are they simply joining it? The phrase 
הוהי ינפל in v. 29 plays a significant role in this discussion. It appears through-
out Numbers 32 as a descriptor of where and how the Reubenites and Gadites 
should fight (Num 32:20, 21, 22, 27, 29, 32). This phrase has been variously 
translated,9 but the plain meaning is the best rendering. When the Reubenites 
and Gadites fight הוהי ינפל . . . םכתא, they are to fight in the midst of the Israel-
ites and literally in front of Yahweh. 
The image of the Gadites and Reubenites fighting הוהי ינפל . . . םכתא, which 
is more fully portrayed in Numbers 2-4,10 is different from the image of the 
Reubenites and Gadites fighting לארשי ינב ינפל (v. 17a). In v. 17a, the two tribes 
are described as promising to be at the head of all the Israelites leading them 
across the Jordan and into battle. The Reubenites and Gadites cannot be in 
front of the Israelites and behind the camp of Judah (among the Israelites) at 
the same time; the הוהי ינפל . . . םכתא of v. 29 thus cannot be not part of the 
same story as the לארשי ינב ינפל of v. 17 because they offer contradictory pic-
tures of the Israelite battle formation.
 8) While Seebass has correctly identified the narrative tension between v. 23 and v. 30 (in his 
analysis vv. 28-32), he has incorrectly concluded that one of the two texts must be secondary, in 
his opinion vv. 28-32. “Erwägungen,” 38. 
  9) The most common translations are “at the instance of Yahweh” ( JPS) and “before Yahweh” 
(NRSV, NJB, NASB, KJV, ESV). 
10) In this passage, the dismantled Tabernacle, the abode of Yahweh, is at the very center of the 
military formation, surrounded on all sides by the Israelite tribes. The camp of Judah is told to 
lead the Israelites into battle (Num 2:9), and the camp of Reuben is assigned to march second, 
behind Judah and directly in front of the dismantled Tabernacle (Num 2:17). The tribe of Gad is 
listed as a subset of the camp of Reuben (Num 2:14).
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Thus far I have shown that there are three narrative issues necessitating the 
division of Numbers 32: who gives the land and when, the consequences for the 
Reubenites and Gadites should they fail to keep their promise, and the posi-
tion of the two tribes in the military formation. In each of these three instances, 
two distinct perspectives have emerged. The first account—story A—claims 
that Gadites and Reubenites will lead the Israelites into battle, but only after 
they have been given the land that the Israelites have been living in since the 
conquest in Numbers 21. If they do not do so, they will have sinned against 
Yahweh. In the second account—story B—Moses demands that the Gadites 
and Reubenites fight alongside the Israelites and in front of Yahweh. Only after 
they do this will Eleazar and Joshua give them the land, which is currently 
completely destroyed and uninhabited (31:10). If they do not fulfill Moses’ con-
dition, they will inherit their portion in Canaan, not in the Transjordan. 
Literary Analysis
Having separated these dual threads, it is now possible to follow them through 
the rest of Numbers 32. Turning first to vv. 20-23 and Moses’ condition for the 
Reubenites and Gadites, it is possible to disentangle two separate iterations of 
this condition. On a structural level these verses contain three protases and three 
apodoses. In v. 23 the Reubenites and Gadites are told: “if you do not do thus 
(ןכ ןושעת אל םאו), then you will have sinned against Yahweh and against Israel.” 
The positive counterpoint to this negative condition can be found in v. 20aβ: “if 
you do this thing” (הזה רבדה תא ןושעת םא), which continues in v. 22aβ: “then 
you shall be clear before Yahweh and before Israel.” Rather than having sinned, 
the Reubenites and Gadites will be םייקנ, innocent.11 When these two sets of 
protases and apodoses are removed, a third pair remains. It begins in v. 20b: “If 
you go to battle to fight before Yahweh.” This conditional statement continues 
through v. 22aα and has its apodosis in v. 22b: “then this land will become your 
holding before Yahweh.”12 As suggested above, this apodosis does not accord 
11)  The use of יקנ and אטח as counterpoints has a precise parallel in Gen 20:5-6. There is a close 
parallel in Exod 23:7 which uses יקנ and עשר as counterpoints. 
12) This use of הוהי ינפל is not consistent with every other use of הוהי ינפל in this chapter. Here it 
does not denote any sort of military context, but rather the fulfillment of a promise. The phrase 
הוהי ינפל appears four times in these two and a half verses. The first three times it is in reference 
to the military formation. This final time, it may well take on the meaning of “at the instance of 
Yahweh” ( JPS) meaning something like “according to what Yahweh has ruled.” This is a nice liter-
ary play on the phrase and connects well with v. 31 wherein the two tribes promise that they will 
do הוהי רבד רשא. At first glance it appears that v. 31 is the first mention of Yahweh commanding 
or speaking anything directly to the Reubenites and Gadites in story B; Moses appears to be doing 
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well with the apodosis in v. 23. Guilt before Yahweh should not logically entail 
inheritance of the Transjordanian land. Thus, the condition in story B, marked 
with the four-fold appearance of הוהי ינפל and the notion that the land has not 
yet been given to the Gadites and Reubenites, reads: “If you go to battle to fight 
before Yahweh and every fighter among you crosses the Jordan before Yahweh, 
until he has dispossessed his enemies before him and the land has been subdued 
before Yahweh, and then you return, then this land shall be your holding before 
Yahweh.” The condition in story A reads: “If you do this thing, you shall be clear 
before Yahweh and before Israel. If you do not do so, you will have sinned against 
Yahweh, and know that your sin will overtake you.”13 
Narratively, both of these conditions, one initiated by Moses and one initi-
ated by the Reubenites and Gadites and confirmed by Moses, must be a reply 
to a request by the Reubenites and Gadites for the Transjordanian land. Two 
such requests are found in v. 5. The request for land in story B can be found in 
v. 5aβ: “let this land be given to your servants as a holding.” In vv. 22b and 5aβ, 
the land is described as both הזחאל and תאזה ץראה. Verse 22b is thus the direct 
response to v. 5aβ: the Reubenites and Gadites will be given this land as a hold-
ing, but only after they fulfill the condition Moses has set forth in vv. 20b-22aα. 
Preceding this request are vv. 2-3: the Gadites and Reubenites approach Moses, 
Eleazar and the leaders of the community (v. 2; see the similar list in 32:28; the 
addition of Joshua to v. 28 will be discussed below), enumerate the cities they 
desire (v. 3), and request the land (v. 5aβ). 
The request in story A is found in v. 5aα and v. 5b: “They said, ‘if we find favor 
in your eyes, do not move us across the Jordan.’ ” This request dovetails nicely 
with the earlier observation that in story A the Israelites are currently living in 
the Transjordan. The Reubenites and Gadites are simply asking to be allowed 
to remain where they already are. Additionally, the verb אצמ appears only 
twice in this chapter: in this request from v. 5 and in Moses’ response (already 
identified as part of story A) in v. 23. It is interesting to note a literary play at 
work in these two verses. It was observed above that the use of the verb אצמ to 
describe the action of sin was a bit odd. It may be that the author of story A is 
all the negotiations. And yet, this turn of phrase at the end of v. 22 suggests that the rules or laws 
of Yahweh for the conquest of the land, set out fully in Numbers 2-4, are being amended to include 
this new promise. 
13) םהילא השמ רמאיו in v. 20 must have been present in both stories. In the process of combining 
the two stories, the compiler necessarily eliminated one of the two occurrences. See the similar 
examples of this phenomenon elsewhere: Exod 31:18; Num 11:11, 16; 13:26. For further discussion of 
this compilational practice see J. S. Baden, The Composition of the Pentateuch: Rewriting the Docu-
mentary Hypothesis (Anchor Yale Bible Reference Library; New Haven, 2012), 220-221.
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making a pointed statement in v. 23. The Reubenites and Gadites in v. 5 use the 
standard phrase “If we find favor” ( ךיניעב ןח ונאצמ םא)14 when making their 
request for the land of the Transjordan. Moses readily agrees in vv. 20a, 22aβ, 
23, but does so with a reminder that just because they have found favor and 
their request has been granted does not mean that sin cannot then find them 
should they fail to fulfill their promise. 
In story B, according to Numbers 31 the Israelites have conquered the Tran-
sjordanian land and subsequently left it (31:12). In story A, the Reubenites and 
Gadites are asking to remain in the land that the Israelites have been dwelling 
in for some time (Num 21:31). The two stories thus take place in two different 
locations. Story B takes place on the steppes of Moab, outside of the land in 
question, and story A takes place inside the territory in question. 
The request in story A cannot begin in v. 5aα; ורמאיו requires an antecedent. 
This can be found in v. 1. The Reubenites and Gadites are introduced as having 
large numbers of cattle and desiring Jazer and Gilead because it was good cat-
tle land.15 This theme of good cattle land is again mentioned in v. 4. The con-
tent of this verse, and especially the somewhat idiosyncratic description of 
Yahweh “striking” the land, accords best with story A. 16 In Numbers 21:34, Yah-
weh tells Moses that he is giving King Og and all his people into Moses’ hand. 
In Numbers 21:35, ותא וכיו they struck him (Og). Yahweh is not the subject of 
וכיו but can be understood as the agent behind the action. There is nothing like 
this in Numbers 31. The full request in story A thus begins in v. 1 and continues 
in vv. 4-5aα, 5b. 
The request for the Transjordanian land in story B, however, has a second 
part. The Gadites and Reubenites request the Transjordanian land—the nine 
cities listed in v. 3—in v. 5aβ, but they also request that they be allowed to 
build cities and sheepfolds (v. 16). As discussed earlier, the building of cities 
is at odds with story A and its dependence on the Transjordanian conquest 
14)  The phrase ןח אצמ appears in some form 21 times in the Pentateuch: Gen 6:8; 18:3; 30:27; 32:6; 
33:8, 10, 15; 34:11; 47:25, 29; 50:4; Exod 33:12, 16, 17; 34:9; Num 11:11, 15; 32:5; Deut 24:1.
15) That the Reubenites and Gadites had large numbers of cattle seems a reasonable thing for 
story A to say, but an entirely unnecessary statement for story B. In story B, all of the Israelites 
have the same amount of cattle; the spoils of the Midianite war have just been apportioned 
equally among them (Num 31:36-41).
16) A number of commentators have focused primarily on the phrase לארשי תדע in this verse, 
some even to the exclusion of the verse’s content when attributing it to a source or redactional 
layer. See Seebass, “Erwägungen,” 36; Bacon, Triple Tradition, 240; Addis, Documents, 441; Gray, 
Numbers, 429; J. Scharbert, Numeri (Würzburg, 1992), 125-126. This phrase will be addressed in 
more detail below. 
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narrative in Numbers 20-21; it is only in the Transjordanian conquest narrative 
in Numbers 31, on which story B is dependent, that the cities are entirely 
destroyed, thus necessitating that they be rebuilt.17 The Reubenites and Gad-
ites, having just conquered this land with the rest of the Israelites in Numbers 
31, see an opportunity. They want to live in the Transjordan rather than in 
Canaan and ask this of Moses, Eleazar, and the leaders of the community (vv. 
2-3, 5αβ). Moses reacts strongly to this request, responding in v. 6 by question-
ing their loyalty to the Israelites: “Are your brothers to go to war while you stay 
here?” In v. 16 the two tribes approach Moses alone and restate their request, 
offering a bit more detail. This request concludes in v. 17b (as already noted, v. 
17a with its mention of fighting לארשי ינב ינפל belongs to story A), saying that 
their children and flocks will stay in these towns and sheepfolds “because of 
the inhabitants of the land.”
Moses is still not convinced and responds to the Reubenites and Gadites 
with a condition addressing both parts of their request: if they fight alongside 
the Israelites in Canaan, they can have the Transjordanian land as a holding 
(v. 5aβ//vv. 20-22*) and in the meantime they can rebuild the cities they have 
destroyed (vv. 16, 17b//v. 24a). Verse 24b presents a problem. Moses ends his 
speech to the two tribes by telling them in v. 24b to “do what you have prom-
ised.” At this point in story B, the Reubenites and Gadites have promised noth-
ing: they have merely stated their desires. It is Moses who has presented them 
with a way to fulfill those desires. It is not until v. 25 that they affirm their inten-
tion to fulfill Moses’ condition and thus “promise” anything. Verse 24b cannot 
logically be part of story B. It does, however, accord perfectly with story A. 
In v. 17a, 18-19, the Reubenites and Gadites make an unsolicited promise to 
Moses. It is these verses, “this thing,” that Moses refers to when he says 
“do what you have promised” (v. 24b). In these verses, the two tribes offer to 
fight לארשי ינב ינפל until each of the Israelites is in possession of his portion. 
As shown above, the most apparent difference between the two accounts in 
Numbers 32 is that story A claims that the Transjordanian land is given to the 
Reubenites and Gadites before the land of Canaan is conquered (v. 33). It is 
thus significant that in v. 19 the two tribes say that they will not receive a por-
tion in the Cisjordan because “we have received our share on the east side of 
17) This evidence renders problematic the conclusion of Schmidt when he says that the request 
initiated in v. 5, that the Reubenites and Gadites not be made to cross the Jordan, is subsequently 
emended by the two tribes in v. 16 in response to Moses’ speech in v. 6. “Ansiedlung,” 501. The 
tribes would like to remain where they have been living (as Schmidt rightly notes). However, 
that they would ask to build the cities they have already been living in, as they request in v. 16, is 
nonsensical. 
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the Jordan.”18 This allows these verses to be positively identified as a part of 
story A. The speech initiated by the Reubenites and Gadites in v. 4 continues 
through v. 5aα and v. 5b and into v. 17a, 18-19.19 The request and the promise are 
made in virtually the same breath and of their own accord.20 
In story B the Gadites and Reubenites simply ask for the land. Moses responds 
to their request with a set of conditions in vv. 20-22*, and in vv. 25-27 the two 
tribes promise to do as Moses has commanded and cross the Jordan ינפל . . . םכתא 
הוהי to subdue the land of Canaan. Verses 25-27 are a natural unity and do not 
show any signs of having come from multiple hands. The Gadite and Reubenite 
response begun in v. 25, “your servants will do as my lord commands,” followed 
by the nearly verbatim repetition of Moses’ conditions from vv. 20-22* and con-
cluded with another deferential statement “as my lord orders” in v. 27, indicates 
that they have not come up with this condition on their own; rather, Moses has 
placed this condition upon them. This accords nicely with what we know of 
story B. In story A, the condition comes from the Reubenites and Gadites them-
selves in vv. 17a, 18-19 in the form of a promise, and Moses agrees to “this thing,” 
that is their simultaneous request and promise, in v. 20. 
After the Reubenites and Gadites agree to Moses’ condition in story B 
(vv. 25-27), Moses relays this agreement to Eleazar, Joshua and the leaders of 
18)  Here האב is a perfective form indicating a completed action and is possibly the perfectum 
confidentiae, designating a fact that is imminent and therefore in the imagination of the speaker, 
already accomplished. GKC §106n.
19) Schmidt has argued that v. 17a and vv.18-19 belong to different strata within this chapter. For 
him, the two tribes are responding to Moses’ critique in v. 6 and clarifying their plan in vv. 16-17a. 
Schmidt understands vv.17b-19 to have been added by a late editor who is also responsible for the 
addition of vv. 28-32, thus creating the textual issue of when the Reubenites and Gadites will 
receive the Transjordanian land. However, as the present literary analysis has shown, 32:19 pre-
sumes that the land will have already been given to the two tribes prior to crossing the Jordan. At 
the very least v. 19 and v. 33 should belong to the same literary stratum since they share this same 
basic historical assumption. And yet, despite his recognition of the two different claims in Num 
32 about the timing of the Reubenite and Gadite acquisition of the land, Schmidt assigns v. 33 to 
the earliest form of Numbers 32 and v. 19 to the latest redactional layer. See L. Schmidt, Das 4. 
Buch Mose Numeri: Kapitel 10,11-36,13 (Das Alte Testament Deutsch 7,2; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 2004), 197-200. 
20) Some iteration of the phrase השמ לא ורמאיו (v. 2) must have been present in both accounts. 
The compiler, when faced with combining these accounts, eliminated one of the two occurrences. 
There have been a number of arguments for the ורמאיו in v. 5 being an indication of another 
source. See Noth, Numbers, 232-237. However, the presence of ורמאיו in the midst of a speech is 
not abnormal in Biblical Hebrew. It occurs most frequently when the topic of the speech shifts, as 
it does in v. 5aα from a description of the land to a request for that land (Cf. Gen 17:3, 9, 15). 
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the tribes in vv. 28-30.21 The Reubenites and Gadites again declare their inten-
tion to fulfill this condition in vv. 31-32.22 The details of the condition in 
vv. 28-32 accord perfectly with the first iteration of the condition in story B in 
vv. 20-23 with one exception: v. 26. In this verse, the Gadites and Reubenites 
agree to help subdue the land of Canaan, “but our children, women, cattle, and 
all of our animals will remain here in the cities of Gilead.” In v. 26 “women” and 
“all of our animals” have been included in the otherwise standard list of “chil-
dren” and “livestock” found in vv. 16, 17b, 24. The minor difference between vv. 
16, 17b, 24 and v. 26 becomes very important. In v. 16, the Gadites and Reuben-
ites approach Moses to respond to his criticism and to clarify their initial pro-
posal in v. 5aβ.23 They want the land not simply as a temporary refuge from 
war, but as a permanent holding, akin to the tribal territories in the promised 
land. In vv. 16, 17b, the Gadites and Reubenites’ request mentions only children 
and flocks and can be understood as pertaining to the long-term future; they 
want their descendants and property to remain in this place (הפ) permanently 
so that it will become their הזחא.24 Verse 26 has another agenda. Once Moses 
has conditionally agreed to allow the Gadites and Reubenites to take posses-
sion of the Transjordan at a future date, the two tribes state their immediate 
need.25 They wish to leave behind their wives, children, flocks, and animals, 
21)  Joshua is mentioned in this verse (and not in v. 2) precisely because he is the one who will 
have to apportion the land. In Num 14:29-30 we are told that none of the men who went up to spy 
out the land, save for Joshua and Caleb, will be allowed to enter the land of Canaan. Neither 
Moses nor Aaron will be allowed to enter the land with the people because of the incident at 
Meribah in Num 20:12. This duty to fulfill the distribution of the land then necessarily falls to 
Joshua and Eleazar, the only ones of that generation in this group enumerated in 32:28 who will 
be in a position to carry out this command. This reading challenges the view of Seebass who 
thinks that the “committee” is anchored in v. 28 and because this list does not match the one in 
v. 2b, the latter must be a later addition. H. Seebass, “Erwägungen,” 38.
22) Abravanel views this second affirmation as a problem. To him, the Gadites and Reubenites 
are responding to a speech that is made not to them but to Joshua, Eleazar and the chieftains of 
the tribes. In v. 2, the Gadites and Reubenites approach Moses, Eleazar and the chieftains of the 
community and make their request. In v. 20-24*, Moses alone responds to the Gadites and Reu-
benites with his conditions. The two tribes make a private affirmation to Moses in vv. 25-27. In 
vv. 28-30, Moses relays the agreed-upon conditions to Eleazar, Joshua and the tribal leaders. The 
Gadites and Reubenites then publicly affirm their commitment to this agreement in vv. 31-32.
23) A similar suggestion was made by Abravanel: the tribes approached Moses because they 
thought he did not understand them. They then explained it privately so as not to embarrass him. 
Abravanel, on v. 16. See also Schmidt, “Ansiedlung,” 499.
24) Joel S. Baden, personal communication.
25) Contra Simpson who views v. 26 as a “pedantic enumeration” and attributes it to Rp (Early 
Traditions, 274).
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while they help subdue Canaan.26 The use of םש in v. 26 as opposed to הפ in v. 
6, 16 is literarily notable. The Gadites and Reubenites are rhetorically distanc-
ing themselves from the land in question at this crucial point in the narrative. 
That “wives” and “all of their animals” are included in v. 26 only strengthens 
this argument. Verses 16 and 17b are generalized statements whereas v. 26 spe-
cifically details the property they intend to leave behind.27
Verses 34-38, in which the Gadites and Reubenites rebuild and rename a 
number of cities, are naturally the fulfillment of the request of the two tribes in 
vv. 16, 17b, and Moses’ assent to that request in v. 24a, all a part of story B. 
Immediately after finalizing and formalizing the conditions of their agreement 
in vv. 25-32, the Gadites and Reubenites rebuild the cities. The list of cities in 
vv. 34-38 is frequently, and rightly, connected with the list of cities in v. 3. Some 
scholars have taken vv. 34-38 to be a secondary addition to the text, deliber-
ately expanding on v. 3.28 This need not be the case. Verses 34-38 make perfect 
sense in the narrative of story B: Moses tells the Gadites and Reubenites to 
rebuild the cities, and they do. Most arguments for the secondary nature of 
these verses focus on the variations in the names. That the names do not match, 
however, is plausibly explained within the text itself: “they changed the names 
of the cities that they rebuilt” (v. 38b).29 
26) The presence of the material in v. 26 in Deuteronomy’s retelling of this story in 3:12-20 raises 
some questions about the relationship between the two texts that cannot be fully addressed in 
this article. The issue of the relationship between Deuteronomy and its parallel narratives in 
Exodus-Numbers is a fraught topic in biblical scholarship and there are a number of possibilities 
for understanding Deuteronomy’s seeming knowledge of both the A and B strands in Numbers 32. 
Briefly: 1) the passage in Deut 3:12-20 is post-compilational, or 2) Deut 3:12-20 has been edited in 
light of the combined narrative of Num 32. The scenario that seems impossible, given my above 
analysis of Numbers 32, is that 32:26 is an addition to Numbers in light of Deut 3:12-20. (See 
Achenbach, Vollendung, 374-376 for this latter argument.)
27) In 31:9, the Israelites take captive the Midianite women and children and their flocks and their 
herds (םהנקמ לכ תאו םתמהב לכ תאו םפט תאו ןידמ ישנ תא). Clearly the women and children in 
32:26 are not the Midianite women and children, but rather the Israelite women and children. 
Still, the lexical similarities are striking. It is possible that Seidel’s law is in effect in these two 
verses. In 32:26 the order is children, women // flocks, livestock. In 31:9 it is women, children // 
livestock, flocks.
28) For examples of this, see Simpson, Early Traditions, 275-276 or Noth, Numbers, 232-237. Bacon 
argues that the list of cities in vv. 34-38 is near enough to v. 3 that we know they intend to refer to the 
same geographical areas, but he claims there is enough difference between the two lists to say that 
they cannot be written by the same hand. Bacon, Triple Tradition, 235. Van Seters understands vv. 
34-38 to be part of J’s distribution of the land and v. 3 to be the later gloss. Van Seters, Life 438. 
29) Schmidt argues that the notice in v. 38, םש תבסומ, is likely a secondary addition. “Ansied-
lung,” 505. While this is possible, it does not affect the literary analysis in any way. This phrase 
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Apart from vv. 7-15, only vv. 39-42 remain. These verses, detailing the con-
quest of Gilead by the Machirites, cannot belong to the same hand as vv. 34-38.30 
In story B Gilead has already been conquered, as is clear from the reference to 
Gilead in v. 26. That the cities listed in v. 3 are part of the region of Gilead may 
well have been common knowledge. In story A, however, the only land that 
has been conquered according to Numbers 21 is that of “Jazer” (21:32), which is 
described as belonging to Sihon, King of the Amorites (21:31). This is precisely the 
land given to the Reubenites and Gadites in 32:33. Gilead is mentioned only in v. 
39 when it is conquered for the first time in story A by the descendants of Machir 
and in v. 40 when Moses gives that land to them.31 This distribution of land prior 
to the conquest of Canaan fits quite well with the pattern found in story A.
A narrative problem with attributing vv. 39-42 to story A arises with the 
presence of the phrase “and the land of Gilead” in v. 1.32 In v. 4, the Reubenites 
and Gadites tell Moses that the land conquered by Yahweh is good cattle land. 
This must be the same land referred to in v. 1: Jazer and Gilead. For this reason 
most scholars claim secondary status for vv. 39-42: they understand that the 
land has already been conquered and thus cannot be conquered a second 
time.33 Yet Numbers 20-21 never narrates the conquest of Gilead, and, apart 
from v. 1, story A in Numbers 32 does not mention Gilead until v. 39 when the 
Machirites are said to conquer it. Story B, on the other hand, deals only with 
does not contradict, but rather simply anticipates v. 38b. Explained another way, v. 38b expands 
upon םש תבסומ. 
30) A number of scholars view these verses as the historical core of the chapter and a remnant of 
the original tradition of the eastern settlement: Noth, History, 72-73; S. Mowinckel, Erwägungen 
zur Pentateuch Quellenfrage (Oslo, 1964), 103-104; J. de Vaulx, Les Nombres (Paris, 1972), 363-64. 
31) Numbers 21:32 does speak of the Israelites dispossessing םש רשא ירמאה, the Amorites who 
were living there, but there are no grounds to claim that this notice of dispossession refers to 
anything more than the individual cities of Sihon named in Numbers 21:26-32. It is only with the 
territory of Og that we are told the Israelites דירש ול ריאשה יתלב דע ומע לכ תאו וינב תאו ותא וכיו, 
“they conquered him and his sons and all of his people until no remaining survivor was left for 
him (v. 35). No such notice is given for the territory of Sihon or the Amorites, and it is plausible 
that they were not completely destroyed in Numbers 21 as the people of Og were.
32)  Schmidt rightly recognizes this phrase as causing a narrative difficulty, though he does not 
arrive at the correct conclusion, arguing instead that םוקמה in v. 1 serves to summarize the afore-
mentioned regions of Jazer and Gilead and that all of v. 1 is therefore original to the narrative. 
“Ansiedlung,” 497-498; Numeri, 198. Seebass also recognizes this problem in his commentary, but 
simply says that if the geographical issue is set aside, this verse belongs to the base layer. He does 
not explain the origin of the problem or propose a solution. H. Seebass, Numeri (Biblische Kom-
mentar Altes Testament 4:3; Neukirchen Vluyn: Neukirchen Verlag, 2007), 329. 
33) Bacon, Triple Tradition, 235. Noting the resemblance of these verses to Judges 1, Gray argues 
that it originally belonged to the account of the conquest after Moses’ death (Numbers, 438). Cf. 
Simpson, Early Traditions, 276; Carpenter and Harford Battersby, Hexateuch, 241.
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the “cities of Gilead.”34 The compiler, when combining these stories, would 
have had no choice but to add דעלג ץרא תאו to v. 1 in order for the composite 
story to make sense. Without this phrase, story A progresses quite logically: the 
Reubenites and Gadites request the land in the Transjordan and promise to 
help the Israelites gain possession of Canaan. Moses agrees and gives them the 
land, thus effectively enlarging the borders of the promised land (v. 33). Seeing 
this, the descendants of Machir go off and conquer the cities and towns of 
Gilead. Moses then gives them the land, enlarging the promised land even fur-
ther (vv. 39-40). Verses 41-42 can be read as a continuation of vv. 39-40 and 
need not be separated on narrative grounds.35 
Given this two-stage apportionment of the Transjordan in story A—the 
lands of Jazer are given to the Reubenites and Gadites (v. 33) and the lands of 
Gilead are given to the descendants of Machir (v. 40)—verse 33 presents 
another problem. There Moses gives the land to “the Gadites, Reubenites and 
the half tribe of Manasseh son of Joseph.” At this point in story A, however, 
Moses cannot give the land to the half tribe of Manasseh because they have not 
yet conquered Gilead. Most scholars agree that the inclusion of the half tribe of 
Manasseh in this verse is secondary. 36 This insertion is quite likely the result of 
34) Num 32:3, 26, 29 and presumably 34-38.
35) That these verses might be a later insertion is certainly possible. Story A follows a pattern of 
conquest—request—apportionment for both the Reubenites and Gadites and the Manassites in 
vv. 39-40. This pattern is not followed in vv. 41-42. 
36) The issue of the seemingly sudden insertion of the half-tribe of Manasseh is one that has been 
discussed at length. The majority of scholars understand this phrase to be a late redactional inser-
tion. Wellhausen, Composition, 349 gives this phrase to the latest legal layer; Noth, Numbers, 237-
238, and Lohfink, Theology, 216-218 assign this phrase to a later redactional layer in the 
Deuteronomistic-priestly style; Bacon, Triple Tradition, 235 attributes it to Rd; Loewenstamm, 
“Settlement,” 130 gives it to his latest layer; Seebass, “Erwägungen,” 38 sees it as an addition that 
provides a link to Deut 3:12-20; Schmidt, “Ansiedlung,” 506 also takes the mention of the half tribe 
of Manasseh as a late secondary insertion; Baden, Redaction, 144 attributes this phrase to the 
compiler. Kuenen, Hexateuch, 101 suggests that an original story may have dealt with Reuben and 
Gad on the one hand and the half-tribe of Manasseh on the other. The medievals understand the 
addition of the half-tribe of Manasseh in a couple of different ways. Commenting on v. 33, Nach-
manides suggests that they came forward only after the request of the Reubenites and Gadites 
was accepted. Ibn Ezra suggests that the half tribe of Manasseh was unimportant enough (being 
only half a tribe) that the text chose not to mention them until now. It is most plausible that the 
phrase ףסוי ןב השנמ טבש יצחלו ןבואר ינבלו דג ינבל is a later insertion, from the same stratum as 
vv. 7-15, which will be discussed in detail below. Contra Schmidt, I think these nine words are 
the extent of the insertion and that mention of the kingdoms of Sihon and Og, dependent 
on Numbers 21, are original to story A in Numbers 32. Most scholars argue, with Schmidt, that 
Num 21:33-35, narrating the conquest of the territory of Og, is a secondary addition. If this is the 
case, then the phrase ןשבה ךלמ גע תכלממ תאו in Num 32:33 must also be secondary. At this time, 
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knowledge of the parallel accounts in Deuteronomy and Joshua. Those texts 
conflate the Numbers stories about the Transjordan and do not distinguish 
between the multiple stages of conquest in story A (stage one: Numbers 20-21, 
stage two: Numbers 32:39-42). The addition of this clause is best understood as 
a post-compilational attempt to harmonize the Numbers account with later 
versions of the story.37 
Story A thus comprises vv. 1, 2bα [only השמ לא ורמאיו ], 4, 5a α, 5b, 17a, 18-20a, 
22aβ, 23, 24β, 33aα, 33b, 39-42. The Reubenites and Gadites, being rich with 
cattle, recognize the Transjordan as good cattle land. The two tribes approach 
Moses with a proposition: if they are allowed to keep the Transjordan as their 
portion, they will forgo their portion in the Cisjordan but still promise to help 
the rest of the Israelites attain their portions. Moses agrees and tells them that 
if they do this thing, they shall be innocent before Yahweh and before Israel. If 
they do not do this thing they will have sinned against Yahweh and their sin 
will find them. Moses concludes his speech by telling them to do as they have 
promised. He then gives them the land they have requested (v. 33). Seeing this, 
the Machirites go out and conquer Gilead and the surrounding towns and 
Moses then gives them the land (vv. 39-42). 
Story B comprises vv. 2-3, 5aβ, 6, 16, 17b, 20aα [only  השמ  םהילא  רמאיו ], 
20b-22aα, 22b, 24a, 25-32, 34-38. In this story, the Gadites and Reubenites 
approach Moses, Eleazar, and the leaders of the community to request that 
nine cities be given to them as an הזחא. Moses responds by questioning their 
loyalty. The two tribes elaborate on their request by asking to build sheepfolds 
and cities for their flocks and children to permanently dwell in (at a future 
date). Moses agrees, but with a condition: the Gadites and Reubenites must 
cross the Jordan with the Israelites and fight הוהי ינפל to help subdue Canaan. 
Once this is complete, then they can have the land they requested as an הזחא. 
He tells them that they may build their cities and sheepfolds. The two tribes 
agree to these conditions. Moses relays the conditions to Joshua, Eleazar and 
the leaders of the tribes, instructing them to carry out the apportionment of 
the Transjordan to the Gadites and Reubenites after the conquest of Canaan. 
I find no compelling reason for Num 21:33-35 to be a secondary addition. Thus v. 32:33aβ need not 
be included in the later insertion.
37) Support for the later association of Reubenites and Gadites with the half tribe of Manasseh is 
found in manuscripts from Qumran as well as in the Samaritan Pentateuch. In 4QNum, Col XXVII, 
fragments 60-64, every time the Reubenites and Gadites are mentioned, beginning in v. 1, the half 
tribe of Manasseh has been added. The same situation obtains in the Samaritan version. E. Ulrich, 
F. M. Cross, J. T. Milik, and P. W. Skehan, eds., The Biblical Qumran Scrolls: Transcriptions and 
Textual Variants (Supplements to Vetus Testamentum) Leiden; Boston, 2010), 164-165. 
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The two tribes publicly affirm their willingness to fulfill these conditions and 
then rebuild and rename the cities destroyed in Numbers 31. 
Full Text of Each Story:
Story A:
Num. 32:1 The Reubenites and the Gadites 
owned cattle in very great numbers. Noting 
that the land of Jazer was a region suitable 
for cattle, 2 They said to Moses, 4 “The land 
that Yahweh has conquered for the {Israel-
ites} is cattle country, and your servants 
have cattle.” 5 They continued, “If we find 
favor in your eyes, do not move us across 
the Jordan. 17 We will hasten to fight at  
the head of the Israelites until we have 
established them in their home. 18 We will 
not return to our homes until every one of 
the Israelites is in possesion of his portion. 
19 But we will not have a share with them 
in the territory beyond the Jordan, for we 
have received our share on the east side of 
the Jordan.” 20 Moses said to them, “If you 
do this, 22 you shall be clear before  
Yahweh and before Israel. 23 But if you  
do not do so, you will have sinned against 
Yahweh; and know that your sin will  
overtake you. 24 Do what you have  
promised.” 33 So Moses assigned to them 
the kingdom of Sihon king of the Amorites 
and the kingdom of King Og of Bashan,  
the land with its various cities and the  
territories of their surrounding towns.  
39 The descendants of Machir son of 
Manasseh went to Gilead and captured it, 
dispossessing the Amorites who were 
there; 40 so Moses gave Gilead to Machir 
son of Manasseh, and he settled there.  
41 Jair son of Manasseh went and captured 
their villages, which he renamed  
Havvoth-jair. 42 And Nobah went and  
captured Kenath and its dependencies, 
renaming it Nobah after himself. 
 םוּצָע דַג־יֵנְבִלְו ןֵבוּאְר יֵנְבִל הָיָה בַר הֶנְקִמוּ 1
 םוֹקָמַּה הֵנִּהְו רֵזְעַי ץֶרֶא־תֶא וּאְרִיַּו דֹאְמ
 ץֶרָאָה 4 הֶשֹׁמ־לֶא וּרְמֹאיַּו 2 הֶנְקִמ םוֹקְמ
 ץֶרֶא לֵאָרְשִי }יֵנְבּ{ יֵנְפִל הָוהְי הָכִּה רֶשֲא
־םִא וּרְמֹאיַּו 5 הֶנְקִמ ךָיֶדָבֲעַלְו אוִה הֶנְקִמ
 17 ןֵדְּרַיַּה־תֶא וּנֵרִבֲעַתּ־לַא ךָיֶניֵעְבּ ןֵח וּנאָצָמ
 דַע לֵאָרְשִׂי יֵנְבּ יֵנְפִל םיִשֻׁח ץֵלָחֵנ וּנְחַנֲאַו
בוּשָׁנ ֹאל 18 םָמוֹקְמ־לֶא םֻנֹאיִבֲה־םִא רֶשֲׁא 
 שׁיִא לֵאָרְשִׂי יֵנְבּ לֵחַנְתִה דַע וּניֵתָּבּ־לֶא
 ןֵדְּרַיַּל רֶבֵעֵמ םָתִּא לַחְנִנ ֹאל יִכּ 19 וֹתָלֲחַנ
 ןֵדְּרַיַּה רֶבֵעֵמ וּניֵלֵא וּנֵתָלֲחַנ הָאָב יִכּ הָאְלָהָו
 ןוּשֲׂעַתּ־םִא הֶשֹמ םֶהיֶלֲא רֶמֹאיַּו 20 הָחָרְזִמ
 הָוהְיֵמ םִיִיִּקְנ םֶתיִיְהִו 22 הֶזַּה רָבָדַּה־תֶא
 הֵנִּה ןֵכּ  ןוּשֲׂעַתּ ֹאל־םִאְו 23 לֵאָרְשִׂיִמוּ
 אָצְמִתּ רֶשֲׁא םֶכְתאַטַּח וּעְדוּ הָוהיַל םֶתאָטֲה
 םֶהָל ןֵתִּיַּו 33 וּשֲׂעַתּ םֶכיִפִּמ אֵֹציַּהְו 24 םֶכְתֶא
 יִרֹמֱאָה ךְֶלֶמ ןֹחיִס  תֶכֶלְמַמ־תֶא הֶשֹמ 
 ָהיֶרָעְל ץֶרָאָה ןָשָׁבַּה ךְֶלֶמ גוֹע תֶכֶלְמַמ־תֶאְו
 ריִכָמ יֵנְבּ וּכְלֵיַּו 39 ביִבָס ץֶרָאָה יֵרָע תלֹֻבְגִבּ
 יִרֹמֱאָה־תֶא שֶׁרוֹיַּו ָהֻדְכְּלִיַּו הָדָעְלִגּ הֶשַּׁנְמ־ןֶבּ
 ריִכַמְל דַעְלִגַּה־תֶא הֶשֹמ ןֵתִּיַּו 40 הָּבּ־רֶשֲׁא
 ךְַלָה הֶשַּׁנְמ־ןֶבּ ריִאָיְו 41  הָּבּ בֶשֵׁיַּו הֶשַּׁנְמ־ןֶבּ
 תֹוַּח 42  ןֶכְתֶא אָרְקִיַו םֶהיֵתֹוַּח־תֶא ֹדכְּלִיַּו
 ָהיֶתֹנְבּ־תֶאְו תָנְק־תֶא ֹדכְּלִיַּו ךְַלָה חַבֹנְו ריִאָי
וֹמְשִבּ חַבֹנ הָל אָרְקִיַּו
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Story B:
Num 32:2 The Gadites and the Reubenites 
came to Moses, Eleazar the priest, and the 
chieftains of the community, and said,  
3 “Ataroth, Dibon, Jazer, Nimrah, Hesh-
bon, Elealeh, Sebam, Nebo, and Beon, 5 let 
this land be given to your servants as a  
holding.” 6 Moses replied to the Gadites 
and the Reubenites, “Are your brothers to 
go to war while you stay here?” 16 Then 
they stepped up to him and said, “We will 
build here sheepfolds for our flocks and 
towns for our children. 17 And our children 
stay in the fortified towns because of the  
inhabitants of the land.” 20 Moses said to 
them, “If you go to battle as shock-troops, 
at the instance of Yahweh, 21 and every 
shock-fighter among you crosses the  
Jordan, at the instance of Yahweh, until He 
has dispossessed His enemies before Him, 
22 and the land has been subdued, at the 
instance of Yahweh, and then you return, 
this land shall be your holding under  
Yahweh. 24 Build towns for your children 
and sheepfolds for your flocks.” 25 The 
Gadites and the Reubenites answered 
Moses, “Your servants will do as my lord 
commands. 26 Our children, our wives, 
our flocks, and all our other livestock will 
stay behind in the towns of Gilead; 27 
while your servants, all those recruited for 
war, cross over, at the instance of Yahweh, 
to engage in battle—as my lord orders.”  
28 Then Moses gave instructions  
concerning them to Eleazar the priest, 
Joshua son of Nun, and the family heads  
of the Israelite tribes. 29 Moses said to 
them, “If every shock-fighter among the 
Gadites and the Reubenites crosses the 
Jordan with you to do battle, at the 
instance of Yahweh, and the land is
 הֶשֹמ־לֶא וּרְמֹאיַּו ןֵבוּאְר יֵנְבוּ דַג־יֵנְב וֹּאבָיַּו 2
רֹמאֵל הָדֵעָה יֵאיִשְׂנ־לֶאְו ןֵֹהכַּה רָזָעְלֶא־לֶאְו 
 הֵלָעְלֶאְו ןוֹבְּשֶׁהְו הָרְמִנְו רֵזְעַיְו ֹןביִדְו  תוֹרָטֲע 3
 תֹאזַּה ץֶרָאָה־תֶא ןַתֻּי 5 ֹןעְבוּ וֹבְנוּ םָבְשׁוּ
 דַג־יֵנְבִל הֶשֹמ רֶמֹאיַּו 6 הָזֻּחֲאַל ךָיֶדָבֲעַל
 םֶתַּאְו הָמָחְלִמַּל וֹּאבָי םֶכיֵחַאַה ןֵבוּאְר יֵנְבִלְו
 ןֹאצ ֹתרְדִגּ וּרְמֹאיַּו ויָלֵא וּשְׁגִּיַּו 16 הֹפ וּבְשֵתּ
 וּנֵפַּט בַשָׁיַו 17 וּנֵפַּטְל  םיִרָעְו הֹפּ וּנֵנְקִמְל הֶנְבִנ
 ר ְֶמֹאיַּו 20 ץֶרָאָה יֵבְֹשי יֵנְפִמ רָצְבִמַּה יֵרָעבּ
 הָוהְי יֵנְפִל וּצְלָחֵתּ־םִא הֶשֹמ םֶהיֵלֲא
 ןֵדְּרַיַּה־תֶא ץוּלָח־לָכּ םֶכָל רַבָעְו  21 הָמָחְלִמַּל
ויָנָפִּמ ויָבְיֹא־תֶא וֹשׁיִרוֹה דַע הָוהְי יֵנְפִל 
  וּבֻשָׁתּ רַחַאְו הָוהְי יֵנְפִל ץֶרָאָה הָשְׁבְּכִנְו 22
 הָוהְי יֵנְפִל הָזֻּחֲאַל םֶכָל תֹאזַּה ץָרָאָה הָתְיָהְו
 םֶכֲאַֹנצְל ֹתרֵדְגוּ םֶכְפַּטְל םיִרָע םֶכָל־וּנְבּ 24
 רֹמאֵל הֶשֹמ־לֶא ןֵבוּאְר יֵנבוּ דַג־יֵנְבּ רֶמֹאיְּו 25
 וּנֵפַּט 26 הֶוַּצְמ יִֹנדֲא רֶשֲׁאַכּ וּשֲׂעַי ךָיֶדָבֲע
 יֵרָעְבּ םָשׁ־וּיְהִי וּנֵתְּמֶהְבּ־לָכְו וּנֵנְקִמ וּניֵשָׁנ 
 יֵנְפִל אָבָצ ץוּלַח־לָכּ וּרְבֲעַי ךָיֶדָבֲעַו 27 דַעְלִגַּה
 וַצְיַו 28 רֵֹבדּ יִֹנדֲא רֶשֲׁאַכּ הָמָחְלִמַּל הָוהְי
 ַעֻשׁוֹהְי תֵאְו ןֵֹהכַּה רָזָעְלֶא תֶא הֶשֹׁמ םֶהָל 
 לֵאָרְשִׂי יֵנְבִל תוֹטַּמַּה תוֹבֲא יֵשׁאָר־תֶאְו ןוּנ־ןִבּ
 דַג־יֵנְב וּרְבַעַי־םִא םֶהֵלַא הֶשֹמ רֶמֹאיַּו  29 
 ץוּלָח־לָכּ ןֵדְּרַיַּה־תֶא םֶכְתִּא ןֵבוּאְר־יֵנְבוּ
 םֶכיֵנְפִל ץֶרָאָה הָשְׁבְּכִנְו הָוהְי יֵנְפִל הָמָחְלִמַּל
 הזֻּחֲאַל דַעְלִגַּה ץרֶא־תֶא םֶהָל םֶתַּתְנוּ 
 וּזֲחֹאנְו םֶכְתִּא םיִצוּלֲח וּרְבֲעַי ֹאל־םִאְו  30
 יֵנְבוּ דַג־יֵנְב וּנֲעַיַּו 31 ןַעָנְכּ ץֶרֶאְבּ םֶכְכֹתְב
 ךָיֶדָבֲע־לֶא הָוהְי רֶבִּדּ רֶשֲׁא תֵא רֹמאֵל ןֵבוּאְר
 הָוהְי יֵנְפִל םיִצוּלֲח ֹרבֲעַנ וּנְחַנ 32 הֶשֲׂעַנ ןֵכּ
 ןֵדְּרַיַּל רֶבֵעֵמ וּנֵתָלֲחַנ תַזֻּחֲא וּנָתִּאְו ןַעָנְכּ ץֶרֶא
 ֹתרָטֲע־תֶאְו ֹןביִדּ־תֶא דַג־יֵנְב וּנְבִיַּו 34
 רֵזְעַי־תֶאְו ןָפוֹשׁ ֹתרְטַע־תֶאְו 35 רֵֹערֲע ־תֶאְו
 יֵרָע ןָרָה תיֵבּ־תֶאְו הָרְמִנ תיֵבּ־תֶאְו 36 הָהֳבְּגָיְו
 וּנָבּ ןֵבוּאְר יֵנְבוּ 37 ןֹאצ ֹתרְדִגְו רָצְבִמ 
 םִיָתָיְרִק תֵאְו אֵלָעְלֶא־תֶאְו ןוֹבְשֶׁח־תֶא 
־תֶאְו םֵשׁ ֹתבַּסוּמ ןוֹעְמ לַעַבּ־תֶאְו וֹבְנ־תֶאְו  38
 םיִרָעֶה תוֹמְשׁ־תֶא תֹמֵשְׁב וּאְרְקִיַּו הָמְבִשׂ
וּנָבּ רֶשֲׁא
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subdued before you, you shall give them 
the land of Gilead as a holding. 30 But if 
they do not cross over with you as shock-
troops, they shall receive holdings among 
you in the land of Canaan.” 31 The Gadites 
and the Reubenites said in reply,  
“Whatever Yahweh has spoken concerning 
your servants, that we will do. 32 We  
ourselves will cross over as shock-troops, 
at the instance of Yahweh, into the land  
of Canaan; and we shall keep our  
hereditary holding across the Jordan.”  
34 The Gadites rebuilt Dibon, Ataroth, 
Aroer, 35 Atroth-shophan, Jazer, Jogbehah, 
36 Beth-nimrah, and Beth-haran as  
fortified towns or as enclosures for flocks. 
37 The Reubenites rebuilt Heshbon, 
Elealeh, Kiriathaim, 38 Nebo,  
Baal-meon—some names being 
changed—and Sibmah; they gave [their 
own] names to towns that they rebuilt.38
Connections within the Pentateuch
I have shown that there are two distinct coherent, continuous, and complete 
narratives in Numbers 32 which have been combined into a single account of 
the apportionment of the Transjordan. At a number of points in the literary 
analysis above, it has been clear that these two narratives presuppose material 
found elsewhere in the Pentateuch. These connections provide a deeper insight 
into the narratives in Numbers 32, and indeed the two stories in this chapter 
are fully comprehensible only when read in the context of their respective nar-
rative strands in the Pentateuch. 
Turning first to the longer of the two stories, story B contains numerous con-
nections with texts outside of Numbers 32. I have already argued that the image 
of the Israelite battle formation in this story accords perfectly with, and in fact 
38) When the two stories are laid out in this manner, it becomes apparent that each of the 
two individual accounts preserves the exact order of the verses in the canonical account of Num-
bers 32. While a full discussion of the method of compilation is beyond the scope of this analysis, 
suffice it to say that the chronological sequence is preserved in each individual story and is the 
sole criterion used in combining them into a single, canonical account.
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depends upon, the fuller description presented in Numbers 2-4. It has also 
been shown that because this story assumed the cities of the Transjordan to 
have been completely destroyed, it is a logical continuation of the account of 
the war with the Midianites in Numbers 31. Both Numbers 2-4 and Numbers 31 
are widely recognized as priestly in origin. Story B also makes a seemingly off-
handed comment in v. 17b, wherein the Gadites and Reubenites ask Moses to 
permit them to build cities and sheepfolds in the Transjordan “because of the 
inhabitants of the land.” The context for this comment is found in the priestly 
spies story in Numbers 13-14. In 13:32, the men who scouted out the land tell 
Moses that it is uninhabitable because it devours its inhabitants and its people 
are of a great size. Numbers 14:3 continues this complaint, saying that the wives 
and children of the Israelites will be taken as plunder, presumably by these 
very large people. The concern about the very large people is present in the 
non-priestly spies story as well (Num 13:33), but the concern for wives and chil-
dren is unique to the priestly spies story and is picked up on in these verses just 
prior to the Israelites’ second entry into Canaan. 
Beyond these narrative connections, there are certain words and phrases 
unique to each story. In story B, which can now be identified as priestly39 with 
relative certainty based on its connections with and dependence upon at least 
three other priestly texts, there are a number of lexical connections to other 
priestly texts. With the exception of Deuteronomy 10:6, Eleazar appears only in 
the priestly materials in the Pentateuch,40 and the word הדע is also largely 
recognized as uniquely priestly.41 The association of הדע with the priestly 
source is so strong, in fact, that many scholars have assigned Numbers 32:4 to 
P on the basis of this word alone.42 Yet it is important to recognize that 32:4 
is unique in its use of the phrase לארשי תדע. In most cases (Exod 12:3, 6, 47; 
Lev 4:13) the full priestly phrase is לארשי תדע (להק) לכ. Twice it occurs as תדעמ 
39) While there is a small minority of scholars who do not believe that there is an independent P 
source or stratum within the Pentateuch, the majority of scholars are in agreement as to its exis-
tence, though certainly not its scope. For a more full version of this argument, see R. Kratz, “The 
Pentateuch in Current Research: Consensus and Debate,” in The Pentateuch: International Per-
spectives on Current Research (ed. T. Dozeman, K. Schmid and B. J. Schwartz; Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2011), 31-61. 
40) See Exod 6:23, 25; 28:1; Lev 10:6, 12, 16; Num 3:2, 4, 32; 4:16; 17:2, 4; 19:3, 4; 20:25, 26, 28; 25:7, 11; 
26:1, 3, 60, 63; 27:2, 19, 21, 22; 31:6, 12, 13, 21, 26, 29, 31, 41, 51, 54; 32:2, 28; 34:17.
41) See, for example, A. Hurvitz, “Linguistic observations on the priestly term ‘edah and the lan-
guage of P” Immanuel 1 (1978): 21-23; J. Milgrom, “Priestly Terminology and the Political and Social 
Structure of Pre-Monarchic Israel” Jewish Quarterly Review 69 (1978): 65-81. 
42)  See note 16. These scholars assign the verse either in whole or in part to P or posit some level 
of priestly supplementation or redaction within the verse on the basis of the word הדע.
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לארשי (Exod 12:19; Num 16:9).43 Only here is it used on its own. The Septuagint 
offers a solution to this problem. It reads τῶν υἱῶν Ισραηλ; in Hebrew, לארשי ינב. 
Given the narrative connections to other non-priestly texts and the unique 
nature of לארשי תדע in this verse, there are sufficient grounds to read with the 
LXX.44 Reading with the LXX eliminates any reason to attribute this verse to 
the priestly story and maintains הדע as a uniquely priestly term.45 Within 
Numbers 32, there are a number of terms found only in the P story. They are 
,ןענכ  ץראב,  תוטמה  תובא  ישאר,  עשוהי,  הוהי  ינפל  הדעה  יאישנ,  רזעלא
המחלמ, תאזה ץראה, שבכ.
Considering the P story in Numbers 32 on its own, a broader theological 
stance emerges that is consistent with other priestly texts in the Pentateuch. In 
this story, the punishment for failing to fulfill Moses’ condition is that the two 
tribes will simply inherit land alongside their fellow Israelites in Canaan (v. 30). 
Yet, the priestly account goes to great lengths to ensure that the order pre-
scribed for the conquest earlier in the priestly document is carried out. Devia-
tion from a prescribed order is allowed only if and when the goal has been 
realized: in this case, when Canaan is subdued.46 Thus, when the Gadites and 
Reubenites say in v. 31, “whatever Yahweh commanded to your servants, thus 
we shall do,” they are acceding not only to the terms of their agreement with 
Moses, but also to the terms of Yahweh as regards conquering the land of 
Canaan, established in Numbers 2-4.
Story A is the shorter of the two stories, but still contains many connections 
to narratives outside Numbers 32. First and foremost, only story A speaks of the 
lands of Sihon and Og. Outside of Numbers 32, these two kings are mentioned 
in the Pentateuch only in Numbers 21 and in Deuteronomy.47 Numbers 32 pre-
supposes that the lands of Sihon and Og have been conquered, an event nar-
rated in Numbers 21:21-35. The dependence of Numbers 32 on Numbers 21:21-35 
43) Both of these occurrences of לארשי תדעמ happen in H texts. While the addition of the prepo-
sition does not significantly change the meaning of this phrase, it has been argued that H often 
uses priestly language in a less precise manner than P proper, which may well be what is happen-
ing in these two cases. For a fuller presentation of this argument, see J. Milgrom, Leviticus 17-22: 
A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (Anchor Yale Bible 3A; New Haven, 2008), 
1327-1330.
44) Rudolph also suggests this emendation. See W. Rudolph, Der Elohist von Exodus bis Josua 
(Berlin, 1938), 132. Seebass uses this phrase as the basis of his claim that there is the beginning of 
a late priestly redaction in vv. 2b-4aα. Numeri, 330.
45) It is possible that a scribe was influenced by הדעה יאישנ in v. 2 while composing v. 4. 
46) Lowenstamm makes a similar observation though applies it to the entirety of vv. 1-38. “Settle-
ment,” 110. 
47)  Num 32:33; Deut 1:4; 2:24, 26, 30–32; 3:2, 6; 4:46; 29:6; 31:4.
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is made even clearer by the close literary relationship between the two chap-
ters. In 21:32 the conquest of Jazer is narrated: ירמאה תא ושריו  היתנב ודכליו 
םש רשא, “they captured its dependencies and dispossessed the Amorites who 
were there.” 32:39 narrates the conquest of Gilead: ירמאה־תא  שרויו  הדכליו 
הב־רשא, “they captured it and dispossessed the Amorites who were in it.” 
Secondly, the conception of battle in this story clearly does not accord with 
priestly texts. There are two conceptions of war in the non-priestly, non-Deu-
teronomic accounts of war in the Pentateuch. In one, Yahweh leads the Israel-
ites into battle, and in the other Yahweh is noticeably absent or behind the 
scenes.48 In the non-priestly account in Numbers 32, Yahweh is, for the most 
part, absent. Instead, the two tribes promise that they, not Yahweh, will be the 
ones leading the Israelites across the Jordan. Another connection is found in 
vv. 39-42 with the presence of the descendants of Machir son of Manasseh. This 
half-tribe first appears in Genesis 50:23 when they are said to have been born 
upon Joseph’s knees. They do not appear again until Num 27:149 and Num 
32:39-40. Their presence in Genesis 50 serves to legitimate them as a tribe of 
Israel and thus lays the foundation for their independent conquest and inheri-
tance in the Transjordan in Numbers 32. Every text I have connected to the 
non-priestly account in Numbers 32 belongs to the larger independent E source 
in the Pentateuch.50 Finally, after the time of Joseph, only P and E narrate 
events related to specific tribes; J speaks of Israel solely as a single entity.51 The 
non-priestly story in Numbers 32 is thus most logically part of the E narrative. 
As with the P story, there are words and phrases unique to the E story in 
Numbers 32. They are: ריכמ, אצמ, השנמ, ןדריה רבעמ, םוקמ.
A final literary observation can be made about the naming of the tribes in 
each story. Only once, right at the beginning in v. 1, are the two tribes called the 
48) In the non-priestly conception of war, Yahweh either should be leading the Israelites into 
battle (see Num 10:33 ( J), Deut 31:8 (D) and Josh 3:3) or seems not to be actively present in the 
narrative until after the battle (see Num 21:21-35 (E)). 
49) Numbers 27:1-11 is widely recognized as belonging to H. See especially S. Chavel, “Law and 
Narrative in Four Oracular Novellae in the Pentateuch: Lev 24:10-23; Num 9:1-14; 15:32-36; 27:1-11” 
(Hebrew University, 2006). [Hebrew]. That H is aware of and at times makes literary re-use of 
certain non-priestly texts has been convincingly argued by Stackert. See J. Stackert, Rewriting the 
Torah: Literary Revision in Deuteronomy & the Holiness Legislation (Forschungen zum Alten Tes-
tament; Tübingen, 2007). 
50) See Baden, Composition, 103-128; J. S. Baden, “The Narratives of Numbers 20-21,” forthcoming; 
B. J. Schwartz, “Reexamining the Fate of the Canaanites in the Torah Traditions,” in Sefer Moshe: 
The Moshe Weinfeld Jubilee Volume: Studies in the Bible and the Ancient Near East, Qumran, and 
Post-Biblical Judaism (ed. C. Cohen, A. Hurvitz, and S.M. Paul; Winona Lake, 2004),  151-170. 
51)  J. S. Baden, “From Joseph to Moses: The Narratives of Exodus 1-2” VT 62 (2012), 153.
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“Reubenites and Gadites.” In vv. 2, 6, 25, 29, 31, all from P, the two tribes are called 
the “Gadites and Reubenites.” Like v. 1, v. 33 belongs to E, though as discussed 
above, the phrase containing “to the Gadites, Reubenites, and half tribe of 
Manasseh son of Joseph” is a secondary insertion. As such, it is likely that who-
ever inserted this clause was influenced by the dominant phrase “Gadites and 
Reubenites.” It should be noted that when the two tribes rebuild the cities in 
vv. 34-38, the actions of the Gadites are narrated first followed by the Reubenites. 
Numbers 32:7-15
In the preceding analysis of Numbers 32, when elements clearly belonging to 
different sources were separated, complete sentences and coherent and con-
sistent narratives emerged. That is not the case with vv. 7-15, the reminiscence 
of the spies story in Numbers 13–14. When we separate elements that refer to 
the different J and P accounts of the spies story in these verses, we are left with 
isolated phrases and incomplete sentences. In v. 9, the naming of the place to 
which the Israelites go is distinctly J: wadi Eshcol (Num 13:24). The idea that 
Caleb and Joshua are spared belongs to P, but the idea that they were spared 
because of their loyalty (הוהי  ירחא  ואלמ) is J (Num 14:24). The reference to 
Kadesh Barnea in v. 8 appears in Deuteronomy 1:29, and the reference to Joshua 
as a Kenizzite in v. 12 is found elsewhere only in Joshua 14:6, 14. The idea that 
the entire generation is to perish in the wilderness belongs to J (Num 14:22-23). 
In P, it is just the men of fighting age who have spurned Yahweh who are to die 
(Num 14:29-30). In this last case both ideas are present in Numbers 32:7-15, the 
former in v. 13 and the latter in v. 11. Numbers 32:7-15 thus contains a haphazard 
mixture of elements belonging to J, P, D, and even Joshua. While causing a 
problem for source-critical analysis, this mixture of elements also suggests the 
solution. 
This conflation of phrases and ideas from J, P, D, and Joshua indicates an 
author cognizant only of the combined narrative in Numbers 13-1452 and aware 
52)  See Baden, Redaction, 143 for this argument. Baden makes this argument based on the 
assumption that the compiler inserted phrases into Numbers 32 to reconcile this account with 
the now-combined spies story in Numbers 13-14. While innovative, this is not something that the 
compiler is seen to do elsewhere. The details are so minor that they do not significantly change 
the meaning of the story. That the spies began at Kadesh-Barnea or went to the wadi Eshcol is not 
enough of a contradiction or narrative problem to warrant the intervention of the compiler per 
Baden’s own conception of how the compiler works. The compiler “is not a historian—he is not 
concerned with giving the one accurate account of Israel’s early history. And above all he is 
not an interpreter; he does not create new theological concepts.” Baden, Composition, 226-227. 
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of details present in Deuteronomy and Joshua. The author of these verses com-
bines the details readily and almost thoughtlessly; he does not know the indi-
vidual stories, but rather the canonical account. The most logical explanation 
for these verses is that they were added after the compilation of the Pentateuch 
and were influenced by deuteronomistic rhetorical style, though not by its 
ideology.53 
Indeed, Numbers 32:7-15 is widely recognized as a secondary insertion for 
these exact reasons.54 These verses build upon Moses’ question in v. 6, but 
have no narrative connection with any other part of Numbers 32. The indepen-
dent P and E accounts likewise make no reference to these verses.55 Precisely 
when these verses were added remains under debate, but that they are a post- 
compilational insertion remains the most logical suggestion.56 These verses 
could not have been added to an independent E account because the content 
of vv. 7-15 directly contradicts the narrative claims of the E wilderness account.57 
If anything, the ideology looks primarily priestly in nature.Yet these verses can-
If an “accurate” rendering of the spies story is the impetus for the addition of Kadesh Barnea or 
the wadi Eshcol, it should not be of major significance to the compiler. And if theological inter-
pretation is not of import, then the addition of Caleb’s loyalty to the priestly story seems rather 
unnecessary.
53) Similar arguments have been made to demonstrate the post-compilational character of pas-
sages such as Exodus 34. The way source material in Numbers 32:7-15 is treated is strikingly simi-
lar to that in Exodus 34. See S. Bar-On, “The Festival Calendars in Exodus xxiii 14–19 and xxxiv 
18–26” VT 48 (1998): 161–95; E. Blum, “Das sog. ‘Privilegrecht’ in Exodus 34,11-26: ein Fixpunkt der 
Komposition des Exodusbuches?” in Studies in the Book of Exodus (ed. M. Vervenne; Louvain, 
1996), 347-366.
54) Among others, see Kuenen, Hexateuch, 101; Seebass, “Erwägungen,” 37; Achenbach, Vollen-
dung, 381-382; Simpson, Early Traditions, 272; Loewenstamm, “Settlement,” 129; Schmidt, “Ansied-
lung,” 500; Licht, Bamidbar, 168-169. 
55) They “do not involve any change in the main course of the narrative.” Loewenstamm, “Settle-
ment,” 111. 
56) See Baden, Redaction, 145 n. 124 for an attribution of these verses to P, and also Carr’s apt cri-
tique of Baden’s reading. D. Carr, “Scribal Processes of Coordination/Harmonization and the For-
mation of the First Hexateuch(s)” in The Pentateuch: International Perspectives on Current 
Research (ed. T. Dozeman, K. Schmid and B. J. Schwartz; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 74 n. 29. 
This understanding of vv. 7-15 as a post-compilational addition bears some similarity to non-
documentary approaches to the Pentateuch. However, this type of post-compilational addition 
should be perfectly acceptable within the documentary model as long as it does not affect either 
of the two independent narratives. 
57) There is no equivalent in E to the spies story and no condemnation of the Israelites to wander 
in the wilderness for forty years. The generation that left Egypt is the same generation to enter the 
land. Baden, “Joseph to Moses,” 149. 
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not be attributed to a secondary strata of P.58 The Holiness stratum is con-
cerned with revising priestly texts only under two conditions: revision of 
priestly legislation or revision of priestly narratives that fundamentally contra-
dict theological claims made by H.59 Other non-H secondary strata of P deal 
with strictly legal matters.60 Verses 7-15 do not fit either of these descriptions.
The question of why someone would add vv. 7-15 to Numbers 32 is a differ-
ent matter entirely. In form and content, these verses look like nothing else in 
the Pentateuch.61 A number of scholars have noted the distinctly theological 
and homiletical nature of this section.62 In fact, these verses look positively 
midrashic. In v. 6, Moses poses a simple question to the Reubenites and Gad-
ites: “are your brothers to go to war while you dwell here?” Verses 7-15 are an 
elaboration on that question, drawing on other biblical texts in order to rein-
terpret a prior event (the spies story) for the purposes of explaining or teaching 
something in a new context. They contain an exposition of the presumed 
intentions and possible consequences of the request made by the Reubenites 
and Gadites, offering a new theological dimension to the combined narrative. 
Conclusions 
After a close examination of the narrative inconsistencies and doublets within 
Numbers 32, it appears that there are two internally consistent, coherent, and 
continuous stories in this chapter as well as a post-compilational insertion that 
does not affect the narrative of either individual story. This analysis supports a 
Neo-Documentary model of the composition of the Pentateuch, and provides 
strong evidence that there was no independent “book” or “scroll” of Numbers 
as some recent scholars have suggested.63 Numbers 32 is not an isolated unit, 
nor is the book of Numbers a scroll of “proto-midrash” on the rest of the 
58) Contra Knohl, Sanctuary, 98; Milgrom, Numbers, 493.
59) See the following H texts: Exodus 12:14-20; Leviticus 11:44-45; 16:29-34a; Numbers 9:1-14, 15:1-41, 
16:8-11; 17:1-5; 18:1-32; 19:1-22; 27:1-11; 35:1-34.
60) See Numbers 28-29; 30; 36.
61) They do, however, look similar to three passages in the book of Joshua: 2:10-12b; 14:7-11; 22:17-18.
62)  Van Seters, Life, 443; Loewenstamm, “Settlement,” 127; Achenbach, Vollendung, 376-377; 
Knohl, Sanctuary, 98. 
63) See T. Römer, “Israel’s Sojourn in the Wilderness and the Construction of the Book of 
Numbers,” in Reflection and Refraction: Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of A. Graeme 
Auld (ed. R. Rezetko, T. H. Lim and W. B. Aucker; Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2007), 444: “as a matter of 
pure speculation one could even imagine that Deuteronomy was first attached at the end of 
Leviticus.” 
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 Pentateuch.64 It is an integral part of the development of the narrative in the 
Pentateuch as a whole and within its individual sources. Numbers 32 is not 
“indissoluble,”65 nor can it be explained by the compiler of these narrative 
strands deviating from his normal practice.66 The only abnormality in Num-
bers 32 is the insertion of vv. 7-15. In every other regard, this chapter is precisely 
like so many other texts in the Pentateuch: it contains two distinct narratives, 
each part of and contributing to the narrative progression of a larger indepen-
dent document within the Pentateuch, in this case E and P. 
64) See T. Römer, “Israel’s Sojourn,” 427. 
65) Carpenter and Harford-Battersby, Hexateuch, 239.
66) See n. 3.
